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RESPONSE OF WORLDCOM, INC. TO
LIBERTY CONSULTING GROUP’S AUDIT REPORT

WorldCom, Inc., on behalf of its regulated subsidiaries, (“WorldCom™) submits the
following comments on the data reconciliation process conducted by Liberty Consulting Group

(“Liberty, ,)'
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A. INTRODUCTION

Liberty conducted an audit of Qwest’s performance measures for the regional
oversight committee (“ROC”). As an extension to the audit, and through its Change
Request process, the ROC requested that Liberty conduct a “data validation to resolve any
debates concerning the accuracy of performance data emanating from particular ROC
PIDs.” Liberty was subsequently requested to include Arizona within the scope of its data
reconciliation work. These comments address the report that provides the results of

Liberty’s review of Arizona data.

B. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

L Introduction

Liberty states on page 1 of its report that “Liberty has determined that the objective
for the data reconciliation process solicited by the ROC should be to answer the following
question: Does any of the information provided by the participating CLECs demonstrate
inaccuracy in Qwest’s reporting of performance results under the measures defined in the
PID?” A more appropriate question is: “Does any of the information provided from

CLECs and Qwest after being completely and thoroughly analyzed by Liberty Consulting

demonstrate inaccuracy in Qwest’s reporting of performance results under the measures
defined in the PID?”
The reconciliation should not only make decisions on the information provided by

CLECs to disprove Qwest, but must also take into account information received from

12337811
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Qwest and findings by Liberty in the process of conducting the reconciliation. For
example, Liberty will be issuing an exception regarding OP-15. The reasons for that
exception were not the result of information provided by CLECs, but rather the result of
Liberty’s review of Qwest’s information during the data reconciliation.

Liberty states that it started this data reconciliation test with a significantly greater
familiarity with the structure and nature of the Qwest data, with which Liberty worked
extensively during earlier audit activities. However, Liberty acknowledged that gaining a
similar kind of familiarity with CLEC data structure and content formed a more significant
than expected part of this test. While during the course of its data reconciliation test work
Liberty was able to match a significant portion of the apparently contradictory data
presented by CLECs and Qwest, discrepancies remained very large even after the
matching of data was completed.

Liberty found that Qwest and a CLEC interpreted requirements differently or had
different understandings of how interactions with Qwest or the information resulting from
them should be treated. While Liberty states it did not seek to determine who was right
and who was wrong, or who reflected the better practice, the effect of its determinations

are to determine that Qwest was right where CLECs did not prove Qwest to be wrong. In

1233781.1
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the case of data discrepancies, Liberty required an affirmative showing of Qwest error or
omission before issuing an exception or observation.’

IL Overall Summary of Findings

The results of Liberty’s Arizona data reconciliation work should influence
decisions about the scope and methods of the remaining data reconciliation work for
Arizona. Liberty found that Qwest did make some errors that affected performance
results. Regardless of whether Qwest purposely took steps to make its performance results
appear better than it actually was or whether errors appeared to be honest mistakes, there
were errors that impacted the performance resulis and demonstrated inaccuracies in
Qwest’s results.

Liberty should capture all of these issues in the observation and exception
process as outlined in paragraph 5 of the data reconciliation process.” However,
Liberty has only discussed one observation for OP-15 being created out of the
entire data reconciliation process. What is the basis for Liberty’s conclusion that
those errors were generally either (a) of the kind and at levels to be expected at the
front end of the performance measurement process, where people must manually

enter vast amounts of information, or (b) appeared to be honest errors in judgment?

; See, Section Ill.c, supra. _

Paragraph 5 states: If the source of a discrepancy is Qwest and that discrepancy points to
some problem with Qwest’s raw data, the anditor shall create an Exception/Observation
per the Exception and Observation process used in the ROC OSS test. In the
Exception/Observation, the auditor will make recommendations as to whether the
identified deficiency is likely to affect multiple services and/or multiple CLECs. The
auditor will also identify what it believes is the period of time that Qwest may have been
producing questionable performance results.

4
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Liberty also stated that the amount of these errors in relation to the total
amount of information required for the performance measures did not exceed what
Liberty considers to be expected levels, even under a carefully operated set of
measurement activities. What is Liberty’s objective standard for its expected levels
of performance by Qwest and upon what does it base this conclusion?

Liberty has also publicly been under constant pressure from Qwest to finish the
reconciliation report in Arizona and other states. Moreover, Qwest now seeks to terminate
the data reconciliation in other states based on its Arizona findings. Such pressure and the
failure to follow the observation and exception process, gives the appearance that Liberty
succumbed to Qwest’s pressure to finish the repott rather than pursue further
investigations where appropriate under its own data reconciliation process described in the
report.3

ITI. Results of Data Reconciliation - AT&T — Use of Reference Date

Several performance measures use the number of orders completed in the reporting
period as the denominator. Liberty’s review during the performance measures audit
showed that records are updated close to the time of the activity involved, such as
completion; however, there is usually a lag of a couple of days. Qwest’s service order
database does not contain a real-time picture of service order activity. If the performance

measures used only the report month, Qwest could miss a substantial amount of activity.

3 See, Pages 1 and 2 of the Liberty Data Reconciliation Report.
5
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Liberty notes that Qwest solved this potential problem by calculating measures for
records in which the database reference date is the reporting month. This method may
cause orders that are completed in one month to be reported in a later calendar month. As
noted by Liberty, this reference datc issue affects all products.

Using the reference date instead of the actual completion date does not truly match
the PID denominator that refers to “total orders completed in the reporting period,”
thereby producing different results from month-to-month based on Qwest’s reference date
instead of the actual completion date. Qwest should collect the data 3 or 4 days after the
end of the month to account for the lag and report on the actual completion date as stated
in the PID. Qwest currently uses this reporting lag in the monthly service performance
reports received by WorldCom from the Qwest account team

IV. Results of Data Reconciliation - WorldCom

A couple of points clarification on the scope of work associated with WorldCom
are appropriate here. Liberty states that the scope of work associated with WorldCom
included “2-wire unbundled loop analog.” WorldCom clarifies that the scope included
only unbundled analog loops. Also, Liberty provided WorldCom with two confidential
order specific spreadsheets analyzing each order. The second spreadsheet which addresses
UBL (AZ OP-3 UBL WCOM) has an incorrect heading. Liberty correctly starts with
January on pages 1 and 2 with the heading for “UBL.” However, for the remaining

months on pages 3-17, the heading refers to “LIS” instead of the appropriate “UBL.”

12337811
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In addition to the issues addressed above, WorldCom has a number of concerns
with Liberty’s findings. Most notably is the percentage of orders that are inconclusive or
have contradictory data. WorldCom is concerned with Liberty’s conclusion on page 3 that
“This success in data matching was important, but the discrepancies remained very large
even after it was completed.”

Liberty did not apply the same standard in determining whether Liberty’s findings
where inconclusive or not. Liberty provided WorldCom with the confidential order
specific spreadsheets analyzing each order. Under the category titled “Orders Qwest
included in the denominator but WCOM did not,” Liberty’s analysis states:

Qwest reported this order as a miss in January. WCOM did not get

the matching PON number from Qwest to research the order. Therefore,

WCOM did not provide any information that demonstrates Qwest's

treatment of the order was incorrect.* (Emphasis supplied.)

Of the WorldCom orders investigated by Liberty, 33 orders were categorized as not
incorrect because WorldCom had not demonstrated that Qwest’s treatment was incorrect,

However, in the reverse situation under the category “Orders WCOM included in
the denominator but Qwest did not,” Liberty’s analysis states:

Qwest could not locate the order with the information provided.

Subsequently, a WCOM service order has been provided to Qwest. No reply

from Qwest. Information available on this order is inconclusive.” (Emphasis
supplied.)

* See, WorldCom’s confidential spreadsheet under OP-3 LIS Trunks Arizona WorldCom
anuary 2001, #12.
See, WorldCom’s confidential spreadsheet under OP-3 LIS Trunks Arizona WorldCom
February 2001, #30.

7
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In addition, for other orders, Liberty found the two companies’ data “conflicting” and
made no conclusions. There were 10 WorldCom orders declared by Liberty to be
“inconclusive” or “conflicting” for which no conclusions were drawn. Why is it
“inconclusive” when WorldCom provides the service order to Qwest and there is no reply
from Qwest; however, when WorldCom does not receive a PON number from Qwest to
even be able to research the order Liberty states, “WCOM did not provide any information
that demonstrates Qwest’s treatment of the order was incorrect™? This appears to be
applying two and possibly three different standards — all of which benefit Qwest.

Immediately after receiving Liberty’s first data request WorldCom made several
requests to Qwest to obtain PONs. WorldCom even had to seek Liberty’s help in order to
get Qwest to provide some of the necessary PON information to track these orders. After
approximately one week Qwest eventually was willing to provide WorldCom with some
of the needed PON information. Qwest’s initial response was that it would not provide the
PON information. This left WorldCom wondering how seriously Qwest was taking the
reconciliation process.,

A second major concern is the percent of the total where Liberty found Qwest to be
incorrect. Liberty states on page 18 of WorldCom’s analysis that it found Qwest was
incorrect less than 5 percent for LIS trunks and less than 2 percent for UBL orders. This
means that approximately 6-7% of the time Qwest was found to be incorrect. This is a
fairly significant percentage and does not seem to support Liberty’s general conclusion on
page 17 that “Liberty’s reconsolidation process confirmed the existence and generally

8
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appropriate use of Qwest’s systems to produce accurate OP-3 and OP-4 measurement for
wCom.”

Liberty’s analysis shows that Qwest’s errors related to lack of support for a
customer-caused miss or that the commitment date did not appear to be met as reported by
Qwest, which are critical concerns that WorldCom specifically and other CLECs in
general have about Qwest’s ability to appropriately produce accurate results and the need
for such data reconciliation audits.

The third issue relates to a number of orders in February 2001 that were in dispute
where Qwest included orders and WorldCom disagreed with the order number. The
WorldCom PON showed a different order number than Qwest showed for the identical
PON. Liberty indicated that Qwest's “reporting of the performance measure properly
accounted for this order.”™® Since the order numbers did not agree, Liberty should have
refrained from making any conclusions.

In addition, regarding Qwest’s order N00422776, Liberty allowed an order that was
completed in July 2000 (outside the scope of this data reconciliation) to be included in the
performance measure based on the fact that Qwest “initiated a ‘clean-up’ activity of

pending orders.”” Both companies agreed the order was completed July 26, 2000. Liberty

® See, WorldCom’s confidential spreadsheet under OP-3 UBL Arizona WorldCom
ebruary 2001, #67-75.
See V\;orldCom’s confidential spreadsheet under OP-3 UBL Arizona WorldCom January
2001, #16.
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gives no explanation for including this order other than Qwest decided to do some
housecleaning.

V. Future Qwest Data Reconciliation

Liberty states that its data reconciliation work in Arizona showed that a small
number of reasons explained a relatively large percentage of the differences. Liberty also
notes that CLECs may not agree with Qwest on matters such as the definition of service
order completion, Qwest’s practice of making records incligible because of customer
changes to due dates, or closing trouble tickets simply because the wrong circuit had been
identified. Nevertheless, these kinds of issues are the main reasons why results were so
disparate. In addition, Liberty stated that there may be differences in the ways that Qwest
performs in various parts of its region.

Liberty must completely and accurately determine whether Qwest is complying
with the PID requirements. Whether the differences can be explained, or may be the result
of the different ways that Qwest performs in various regions, the criteria upon which
Qwest must be judged is found in the PIDs and the formulas must control how Qwest
collects and uses data in calculating performance results. That is what Liberty should be
investigating.

Finally, Liberty states it will be issuing an exception report on performance
measure OP-15, which applied to about half of the LIS Trunk service orders. Liberty also
stated that the problem could exist (for the period being reconciled) for designed services
other than LIS Trunks. Accordingly, Liberty recommended that an investigation would be

10
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appropriate to determine exactly the full range of products affected, and the months
involved. WorldCom agrees that a further investigation is absolutely appropriate and
should be conducted by Liberty to determine the full range of products affected, and the

months involved, and produce the necessary exceptions or observations.

C. CONCLUSION

The information provided in Liberty’s report demonstrates material errors and
inaccuracies by Qwest on how Qwest reported its performance. Qwest should be held
responsible and accountable for these errors. Liberty should use the observation and
exception process to investigate the errors discovered. In addition, the Commission must
be advised of the actions that Qwest will take to correct these material issues so as to
ensure accurate reporting under the performance measures on an ongoing basis.

RESPECTFULLY submitted this 10™ day of December, 2001.

LEWIS AND ROCA LLP

Thomas H. Campbell

40 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85007
Telephone (602) 262-5723

~ AND-

Thomas F. Dixon
WorldCom, Inc.

707 — 17™ Street, #3900
Denver, Colorado 80202
Telephone: (303) 390-6206

Attorneys for WorldCom, Inc.
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ORIGINAL and ten (10)

copies 'gf the foregoing filed
this 10™ day of December, 2001,
with:

Arizona Corporation Commission
Docket Control — Utilities Division
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPY of the forggoing hand-
delivered this 107 day of December, 2001,
to:

Maureen Scott

Legal Division

Arnizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Jane Rodda, Administrative Law Judge
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street

Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Emest Johnson, Director
Utilities Division

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 W. Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

COPY of the foregoing mailed
this 10™ day of December, 2001, to:

Lyndon J. Godfre

Vice President — Government Affairs
AT&T Communications of the
Mountain States

111 West Monroe, Suite 1201
Phoenix, Arizona 85003

Scott Wakefield

Residential Utility Consumer Office
2828 N. Central Avenue

Phoenix, Arizona 85004
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Mark Dioguardi

Tiffany and Bosco PA
500 al Tower

1850 N. Central Avenue
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Richard M. Rindler
Swidler & Berlin

3000 K. Street, N.-W.
Suite 300

Washington, DC 20007

Maurcen Arnold

US West Communications, Inc.
3033 N. Third Street

Room 1010

Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Jeffrey W. Crockett
Snell & Wilmer

One Arizona Center
Phoenix, Arizona 8§5004-0001

Richard P. Kolb

Vice President — Regulatory Affairs
OnePoint Communications

Two Conway Park

150 Field Drive, Suite 300

Lake Forest, Illinois 60045

Andrew O. Isar

TRI q

4312 92" Avenue N.W.

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

Darren S. Weingard

Stephen H. Kukia

Sprint CommunicationsthCO., L.P.
1850 Gateway Drive, 7° Floor
San Mateo, CA 94404-2467

Timothy Berg

Fennemore, Craig, P.C.

3003 N. Central Avenue

Suite 2600

Phoenix, Arizona 85012-3913

Charles Steese

Qwest

1801 California Street, Ste. 5100
Denver, Colorado 80202
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Joan S. Burke

Osborn & Maledon

2929 N. Central Avenue

21° Floor

Phoenix, Arizona 85067-6379

Richard S. Wolters
AT&T & TCG

1875 Lawrence Street
Suite 1575

Denver, Colorado 80202

Michael M. Grant

Todd C. Wiley

Gallagher & Kennedy
2575 E. Camelback Road
Phoenix, AZ 85016-4240

Raymond S. Heyman
Michael Patten

Roshka Heyman & DeWulf
Two Arizona Center

400 Fifth Street

Suite 1000

Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director
Communicati'gns Workers of America
5818 North 7 Street

Suite 206

Phoenix, Arizona 85014-5811

Bradley Carroll, Esq.

Cox Arizona Telcom, L.L.C.
1550 West Deer Valley Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85027

Joyce Hundley

United States Department of Justice Antitrust Division
1401 H Street, N.-W.

Suite 8000

Washington, D.C. 20530

Daniel Waggoner

Davis Wright Tremaine

2600 Century Square

15011 Fourth Avenue

Seattle, Washington 98101-1688
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Alaine Miller

NextLinE Communications, Inc.
500 108" Avenue NE, Suite 2200
Bellevue, Washington 98004

Mark N. Rogers

Excell Agent Services, LLC
2175 W. 14™ Street

Tempe, Arizona 85281

Traci Grundon

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP
1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

Mark P. Trinchero

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP

1300 S.W. Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300
Portland, Oregon 97201

Gena Doyscher

Global Crossing Local Services, Inc.
1221 Nicollet Mall

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403-2420

Penny Bewick

New Edge Networks, Inc.
P.O. Box 5159
Vancouver, WA 98668

Jon Loehman

Managing Director-Regulatory
SBC Telecom, Inc.

5800 Northwest Parkway
Suite 135, Room 1.S. 40

San Antonio, TX 78249

M. Andrew Andrade
5261 S. Quebec St., Suite 150
Greenwood Village, CO 80111

Douglas Hsiao
Rhythms Links Inc.
9100 E. Mineral Circle
Englewood, CO 80112

Karen Clauson

Eschelé)n Telecom, Inc.

730 2™ Avenue S., Suite 1200
Minneapolis MN 55402
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Brian Thomas

Vice President Regulatory -- West
Time Warncgr Telecom, Inc.

520 S.W. 6" Ave., Suite 300
Portland, Oregon 97204

Andrea P. Harris

Senior Manager, Regulatory
Allegiance Telecom, Inc. of Arizona
2101 Webster, Suite 1580

Oakland, CA 94612
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